ATCP 50 Hearings March and April, 2000
. Written Comments and Registrations
7. " support Oppose Support parts/
Individual ~ Representing ~ ' " ‘therule therule Oppose parts
Location
Baker, Marvin = - X _ Hancock
Bays, James |i X Hancock
Behrend, Dale X Hancock
Buss, Leonard X Hancock
Chilewski, Howard X Hancock
Detler, Gary X Hancock
Finnessy, Mike X Hancock
Malek, Joe X Hancock
Miller, Paul x Hancock
 ‘Newsome, Glen : X Hancock
Solensky, Wayne X Hancock
Van Haren, Randy x Hancock
Vander Velde, Keith _ X Hancock
Wallendal, Andrew " x Hancock
Wegner, John™ X Hancock
Zink, Louis Jr. X Hancock
Total * ' 0 9 7 16
These are in addition to those giving oral testimony




ATCP 53 Hearmgs March and Apnl 2000
' wﬂtten Comments and Registrations .
' Support Oppose Suppart parts/

Individual Representing the rule therule Oppose parts
Location .
Brandner, Mike X ... Medford
Hackel, Jon~ __ x Medford .
Hardrath, Glen ' x Medford
Hasput, Allen”” _ X Medford
Hein, Ken X Medford
Hoffman, Jay X Medford .
Hughes, Alan X Medford
Hughes, Alan ' : X - Medford: .o
“Hughes, Richard ' x  Medford '
Mahalko, Kenneth ' X Medford
Mahatko, Kevin X Medford
Matyak, Peter _ X Medford ...
Mayes, Floyd " X Medford
Menne, John Jr.” _ X Medford
Mergen, Steve X Medford
Miller, Paul _ X Medford
Mueller, Joyce ' X Medford
Nelson, Bill Huntsinger Farms X Medford 07
Oberle, Earl “x ‘Medford
Cherle, Steve x . Medford
-+ Peacock, Dale _ R T ST X Medford
. “Peissig, Tom LN S TR Medford -
Pescinski, Davad" B o ’ ' ' 'x © Medford
Rau, George X Medford
Sackmann, Mark X Medford
Scheurr, Richard Marathon Co. LCC X . Medford
Smith, Roger : 8 X Medford
Spindler, Keith ' X Medford
Stockheimer, Francis X Medford
Strack, Darlene X Medford
Stueber, John X Medford
Zagorski, Theresa X Medford
Zenner, Joseph X Medford
Zenner, Melvin X Medford
Total 3 15 16 34
These are in addition to those giving oral testimony




Individual

Anderson, Eric "

Anderson, Tom

Balen, Dick

Bures, Andy

Carter, Mike

Deffner, Marvin

Depies, Terry

Fseidl, Arthur

Gorichan, K. R.

‘Grustzmacher, Kathleen

B “Gruetzmacher, Warren
- -Hodiewicz, Dennis

:i(oeppei Aaron |

Kolpack, Cuz__'_t_is N

Kolpack, Thomas

Lucht, William .

Ludwig, William

Mach,Ken =~

Miezina, Mike,

Nagel, Jason

Nagel, John

- Natzke, Clarence _

S Noll Alfen

. OHarmow,R.J.. .

Ostrowski, Ron

Pierce, Bryan

Rupiper, Mike

Schhidt, i)onaid

Schmeder Dale

Stolz, Kenneth

Urban, Bemard

Van De Walle, Le and

Volk, Jarmes

Watson, Kezt_h_

Welch, Nick

Wolter, John

Agriliance

Total

__ Regresgn_t'_i'ng R

ATCP 50 Hearings March and April, 2000

Wrstten Comments and Registrations
' . Support . Oppose Support parts/

therule the rule

>

oM om X

» X

>

These are in addition to those givihg oral tesi%mony

Oppose parts
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Location ~ "~

Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo

‘Antigo

Antigo
Antigo

Antigo .

Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo.
Antigo
Antigo

Antigo '

Antigo.
Antigo

Antigo.

Antigo "

- Antigo .

Antigo
Antigo
Antigo

Antigo .. L

Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Antigo
Anligo..

36



'ATCP 50 Hearings March and April, 2000
Wriiten ‘Comments and Registrations
Support Oppose -Support parts/

Individual Representing therule therule Oppose paris
Location
Bailey, William X ~ Barron
Bamman, Marvin X Barron
Baneck, Greg Washburn Co. LCD X Barron '
Bergeson, Duron’ x Barron
Bertelsen, Brian’ x Barron
Bina, Randy X Barron
Broker Clarence X Barron
Chrfstopherson T{my X Barron
"Harrison, Wayne X Barron
Held, Robert ~ X Barron
'Herrman Waiief X Barron
Kane Jerome B X Barron
Kauffman, John’ N % Barron
Keene, Donald X Barron
Knutson, Gregary X Barron
Knutson, Jan - _' X Barron
Koser, Jerry ~ x Barron
Kringle, Harold ™ T x Barron
Larson, Norm™ X Barron
Lundeen, Walter X Barron
~ 7 Madison, Wiiliam' - x_ . Bamron 7
" Mares, Tim . -x .. Barron
- Mininger, Ed . ) X - Barron’
Minor, Lyle x Barran
_N|e|san Gary h X Barron
_Olson, Dale "~ Sawyer Co. LCD X Barron =
Owens, Wilfred - x  Barron
Peterson, Vernon Burmett Co. LCC X Barron
Retz, Frankim X Barron
Riphenburg, Al X  Barron
Skoug, Mark X ‘Barron -
Splett, Leonard X Barron
Weis, Ted ~ X Barron
Winger, Arthur x Barron
Wormer, Douglas X Barron
Zehner, Jerry X Barron
Total 5 14 17 36
These are in addition to those giving oral testimony




ATCP 50 Hearings March and April, 2000
“ “Written Comments and Registrations
Ceiemm oLt e Support. Oppose  Support parts/
individual . . . . Representing ... . therule therule Oppose parts

Location

Courtier, Phil e X Madison/ |

DeWald, Ryan L e X videocond.
Hafner, Jack B X :
Wieben, Ann X

Total | 2 0 2 4

These are in addition to those giving oral testimony



ATC:P 50 Hearings March and Apf|§ 2000
Wntten {:omments and Registrations:
SRR esEel R - Support Oppose- “Support parts/
individual Regres'entang therule therule Oapose paris

Alsteen, Mike X
Ambs, Todd River Alliance of Wis X
Baker, Marvin © Bakersfietd Consulting
Barclay, Michael ;
Baten, Angela
Battest, Wenda
Battist, Karen
Battist, Philip
.-Beck, Jason Heartiand Coop - -
. Becken, Kim - . Todd, Kim, Jacob & Jeshua Becken X
Becker; Edwin . Ed's Crop Constilting
Beebe, Karolyn ' - X
Benedict, Delbert - X - .
Bennett; Brad ' X
Benson, John X
Blazer, Aaron X
Bobb, Ray
Bobolz, Jodie
Boone, Vera X
. Breus, William
Brewer, Daniel
Brewer, Marian & William
.. Broker, Ciancy : _ T : L
- Bl Qaie IR TR T I - o Lo x
*Bushweiler, Bruce Waupaca Co LCD ' : L ke
Buss, David X
Cieslak, Doug Buffalo Co. L.CC X
Clary;, Tom Clary Dairy Farms X
Clay, Tim. - Wis. Fed, Of Coops X
Cofta, Colene L X
Congdon, Ken Scotch Prairie farms X .
Conley, Lisa ' X
Cooper, Cathy Richland Co LCD X
Cordes, Marilyn X
Crass, David The Turkey Store
Pahlke, Arnold Jr. X
Daigle, Paul WALCE NC Region
Daly, Phyllis
Davig, Alice
Davis, Sarah
Delinke, C. W. ’ X
Digman, Leona & David
Dodge Co. LCC X
Donatdson, John Zeneca Ag Products
Eckert, William Gumz Muck Farms
Erickson, Rudy indianhead Polied Hereford Assn
Lsser, Jane

o X M R X X

*

x X

®KoMmo oW X

bt
woX X X

>

oM XK K




ATCP 50 Hearings March and April, 2000
- Written Comments and Registrations
Cwieeeeo .. .. Support Oppose Support parts/
Individual . Representing = .. ~ therule therule Oppose parts

Evans, Gary ' Chippewa Vatley Tech College S g
Eversfield, Pamela X
Fish, Terry, Kinley, X

Fisher, Lavern X
Fitzgerald, Megan X
Fosmo, Harold lzaak Wallon League X . i
Fredrickson, Darcy X
Freitag, John Wis. Cattlemen’s Assn.
Fuller, William

Gapen Timothy

Gehring, Robert I .
Goodrich, Angie S X
Grant Co. LCC & LCD e e X
Graupner, Marie Langlade Co LCC/LCD S X
Grohn, Luther X

Grupetrog, Paul M. X

Haag, John & Cindi X
Hafeman, Sheila o : i
Hafner, Marguerite R L

Hale, Karen Efter Madison Audubon Socisty

Halverson, Audrey

Halverson, Susan

Hanewall, Peter g : X
Hansen, Roger

Hanson, Diane Lincoln Co LCC -

Harris, Ronald

Hefmann, Ken S X
Heims, Randy

Hein, Jesse .

Heise, Robert St. Croix Co LCD X
Hermanson, David X

Hillan, Eric X .o
Hindman, Barwin il X
Hoerth, Norbert X

Hoff, Al Monroe Co LCC/LCD X
Hoogland, Jeff Hoogland Dairy X

Isolene & Grant

Jenson, Todd Green Co. LCC

Jorgenson, Steven

Kelh, Bill

Kent, Paul Municipal Environmental Group
Kerr, Greg -

Kiriney, Greg

Kirkham, Donald

Kitzmann, Lowell & Donna

Kiuth, Dale Glendale Farms

xR R X

oM o X

XX X X

>

oM om o=

KoM oX X oxX




ATCP 50 Hearmgs March and April, 2000
Wr;iten Comments and Registrations

Régresentsng

Support Oppose Suppcrt parts/

individual _ therule therule Oppose parts
Knoop, Sharon X
Knutzen, Brian & Paul
Koeris, Eric’ North Wis. Beef Prod. Assn. x }
Korkel, Deborah _ X
Koss, B. Todd Kewaunee Coop X :
Kosterman, Megan X
Kraft, Ervin X
Kuehn, Ronald Wis. Agri-Service Assn., X
- Wis, Pork Producers Assn.,
_"Wis. State Cranberry Growers Assn.,
: CANPVGA
Kuehne, Carl : '_ﬁAmer Foods Group X
“Kuphal, Troy = “'WALCE X
tanglade Co. LCC X
Larson, Brett WLWCA X
Larson, Emily " X
Larson, Fred indianhead Polled Hereford Assn X
Leavenworth, Patricia NRCS Neether support nor cppose Tech. Notes -
Lee, Leonard X
Lessard, Val i Door County Coop X
Lester, William o = X
_Lfndqusst Perry Waukesha Co. LCC & LCD X
. +Lorch, .ﬁ_i:)arrei I . _ X o
. Lucas;. Patﬂma X
Luchsinger; Danavon - X
Lueck, Jeff, Armold & Marie X
~ Luther, Matt Harmony Couniry Coop X
“* . Lynch, Eric X
~Maertz, Bernice X
“Mahoney, Patrick = X
Markiewicz, Jim X
- Marshall, John & Gloria * X
Mazola, Jodi X
McElmurry, Dana X
McEntire,-Margaret X
Meils, Ben X
Merline, Robert Gibralter Preserv. Council X
Meyer, Erik T X
Michalski, Vince Agriliance X
Mickelson, Robert X
Miller, Thomas  ‘River Alliance of Wis, s X
Mieziva, Mike Agriliance X
Morel, Robert i X
Mudd, Susan Citizens for a Better Environmant X
Mueller, Patricia X R
Munsch, Jim & Phylis o <
Nachreiner, Cari Co-op Country Pariners X




Individual

Nankee, Daniel & Lois
Nehring, Thomas
Neises, Alan

Nslson, Stanley
Niedfeldt, Gerald
Nixdorf, Wally
Nowobulski, Clarence

NW Wis. Potato Growers Assn.

Ceonto Co. LCC
Odean, Andrea

Oerter, Greg
-Offerdaht, Larry
Olson, Gaylord
- Oison Farms of Larsen

O'Neill, Jean

Oftt, Gary

Ofione, Gerald
Pasch, Gay & Mary
Penn, Andrea
Pernsieiner, Patrick
Pemsteiner, Vernon
Peterson, Vernon
‘Pevnick, Laurie

- Phillips, Andrea _
- Pickard, Jamb-_ e
Pontar, Toni

Purdy, Charles
Radde, Don

Rademacher, Robert Jr.

Ragatz, Annalisa
Rasmussen, Paul
Rathke, Rebecca
Reddy Ag Service
Reichers—Mark
Reichers, Mark
Reimer, Gregyg
Reinier, Katie
Rice, Duane
Richards, Don
Richardson, Jay
Ritten, Tony
Rock Co. LCC
Rogers, 8. C.
Rose, R. & P.
Samsa, Angela
Samsa, Sarah

Representing -

ATCP 50 Hearings March and Aprii, 2000
-~ Written Comments and Registrations
o .. Support _ Oppose
" therule therule

X

X
X
X

Harmony Country Co-ops X
X
X
X

Countryside Coop X

Jackson Co1CC

Joe, Matt & Tom Olson and

Brian & Paul Knutzen

Co-op Country Partners X
X

Town of Daniels, Burnette Co. X
X
X
X
X
X

i.afayette Co Farm Bureau X
X
X
-

Centrol Crop Consutting X

Support parts/
Oppose parts

»

MoHomox

Fad

I A A



ATCP 50 Hearzngs ‘March and April, 2000
Wﬂtten Comments and Registrations -
Support Oppose Suppcrt parts/
Individual Representing the rule  therule  Oppose parls

Sawicki, Shannon b3
Scampini, Mia X
Schank, W. & D. X _
Schmidt, Don X
Schrock, Joseph ' X
Schumann, Kerry Wis. Public Inter. Research Grp X
Scott, Michael X
Shaw, Byron Uw.-SP Technical comments
Shippy, Jane Maya X
. Simaneh, Amanda o _ _ X

" Skaar, Eugene " X
Skenandore, Kimberly T X
Smith, Larry - . e e g
Spotts, Richard ) o S X
Spring, Winifred - L X
Staats, Steven Tx T
Steinback, Doug & Janice X
Stevens, Shirley X
Streuli, Donald X
Swan, P X
Swanson, Julie X
Swoboda, Michael Trout Unlimited X

. Tadda, ‘Sally i - : X

~Taylor, Stephen gt - ‘Badger Laboratories ~ . L
Teal, James S o X o
Terrell, Caryl “Sierra Club X
Thompson, Donald ' X
Thompson, Jana ' X
Thompson, Roger X
Tolbs, Fred J. X

- Tonnar, Edna X
Town of W@iimgton Monroe County TOX
Tritsch, Jessica ) X
Trumble, Lisa Lafayette Co LCC ' ' X
Vande Walle, Leland X
Washington Co. LCC X
Weiss, G. M. Progress Plus X
Welander, lvan X
Wessely, Frank X
West, Sarah ' X
Wex, Terry Pine Bluff Farms X '
Whelpley, Heather X
Wickman, Thomas X
Withelm, Bess X
Wilmes, Judith X
Wilusz, BEdward Wis. Paper Coundil Need clarification of the rule

wing, Christine X




ATCP 50 Hearings March and April, 2000
Written Comments and Registrations
Support Oppose Support parts/

Individual Representing therule therule Oppose paris
Winnebago Co. LCC & LWCD X
Wis.Land & Water Conserv. Brd. X
Wis. Leg. Rules Clearinghouse Technical changes B
Witocki, Terry X
Yantis, June Town of Delavan X
Yapp, Doug X
Young, Harry X
Zaber, David Wis. Envir. Decade X
Zawacki, Jennifer _ X
Ziegler, Nancy " X
Zielicke, Leslie o X
Zink, Louis Jr. x

o ' e : Total

Sub-Total {Technical comments = 4) 2 111 123

Sub-Total from hearing locations 3 141 124

In addition, the department received 998 postcards supporting the intent of the rule but stating that this
version of the rule does not go far enough to protect the waters of the state.

519 cards from Sierra Club members
479 cards from Wis. Public Interest Research Group members
98tofaicards . . R

Added to'the "support part/oppose parts” colurn, the final written comments and registrations are as
follows:

Total (Technicai-;:ommeﬁts =4) 33 252 1,245

The-.depariment also collected 159 a;ipearahée cards at the hearings from individuals who did not
indicate whether they supported or opposed the rules.

The department received 133 pieces of written testimony that arrived after the closing of the hearing
record. These 133 are not included in the totals above.

The postcards and appearance cards as well as all pieces of written testimony can be viewed upon
request.
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ATCP 50 Hearing Summary
August 28 29 and 30 286‘&

8!28!&1 defferson W:s About 7’0 peopia werein attendance 32 cards
were filled out. 18 people provided oral testimony; 4 representmg lake
dzstﬂcta or associations, 4 representing environmental groups, 4.7
representmg farm groups; 3 representing LCCs and LCDs, and’3 .
representing themselves. Of those who filled out the cards; 9 stated they
oppas&d tha proposed ru!e and 8 stated they supperted lt B

Thcse preser}tmg oral tes‘hmony were

1. Marc Bethke Dodge Ccunty LCD opposes tha preposed ruie The
“oruledis too costly; the state should not pay for cro retatuons practice -
_ maintenance and taking land out of production..” ¢
2. Mary Danoski, Fox Lake Inland Lake, opposes the mla The rule
‘needs tofocus on keepmg waters clean rather than i msuz‘mg farmers’
_ profitability. ‘The fule: must address phosphorus en’{ermg waters.
3. " Greg Farnham, Lake S¥ﬁ§$$i§}p1 lmprcvement District; suppcrts the
- intent of the rule but feels it does not go far enoughto protect the
waters of the state.. The rule must address ghosphoms De net t;e
enforcement to the availability of cost-share dollars: = . 7
4. Bob Oleson, ‘Wisconsin Corn’ Growers Asseczatmn oppeses the: rule
it has too ‘many bureaucratic requirements and itis foo expensive. If
pa$sed the public wili expect it to be mp%emented and tha state doas
© ¢ onot have the funds for tha’t so the burden waﬁ fai ontk SRR

e n. ,rtzgerald --Wlsscansm Pubi:c !nteresi; Research Group g -
_ (WIS? RG), supports the intent of the rule but feels it does not go far
~ enough to' protect the waters of the state it needs a phosphoms '

- standard and more state fundmg -

6. ' 'Emily Larson, interested citizen, sapports thfa mtent ef the ruie but
feels it needs to do more to protect the waters of the' state.
_Agncuitural runoff threatens our waterways and all farmers offered
cost sharing should be made to comply with the rules. : =

7. — Paul Junio, W;scons;n Envsrcnmenta% Lab Assocratlon Opposes the

rule. ‘The prcspaseci rule creates a duphcaie pfsgram ta what DNR
already has. -

8. ‘Dennis Zeloski, Muck Farms inc . Opposes the ruies The mies are
too restrictive for farmers and ieaves them unabie to cempete

9. Carl Olsen, interested citizen, supports and- apposes the rule; The rule

prioritizes the work'that needs to be: done; but the wcrding pravudes
loopholes for farmers for not dcmg the work. :

10. " Danny Katz, mterest@d citizen, supports. parts of the ru%e aﬂd opposes
other parts.He supports the intent of the rul e, but feels it is too costly.
Farmers should be fequared to meet ’the st:anciaré ;f cast sharmg zs




“offered” not "received:” o DT s T

11. Mary McClelland, interested citizen, supports the intent of the rule but
opposes parts of it. The program:needs more funds. The wording
should be changed so that a farmer must comply with the standards if

cost sharing is "offered",:not "received.” . .o = oo
12. Lisa Conley, Wisconsin Association of Lakes, supports.the intent of
.the rule but opposes this version ofit. ‘This version is too costly. .t .
also needs a phosphorus.standard.. . = oo o e o
13. Paul Dearlove, Lake Ripley Management District, supports the intent
of the rule but suggests further changes.. Therrule needs.a...-. -
phosphorus standard and the state should not pay for taking land out

14.. Betsy Ahner, Wisconsin Fertilizer and Chemical Association, opposes

‘the nutrient management requirements of the-rule..

15. Perry Lindquist, Waukesha County:LCD, opposes:th: rule. LCCs
_-should have been involved in developing the rule.. DATCP has lost

track of the original vision for redesigning the program. .

16. Patrick Buckley, Hunter's Lake Association, supports the ihtént;_:of, the

rule but:opposes this version of it.. A phosphorus standard needs to be
-included inthe rule: R TR SEPETPE A e
17. Jim Hebbe, Green'Lake County LCD, supports parts and opposes
.- parts of the rule: There isn't. enough money available to-implement
- this.program.. Counties need staff funding and money.is needed to
. ~reward the goodactors.:. = .o B T T N
18.  Bruce Barganz, Jefferson County Farmco, opposes the rule. Supports
. the intent of the rule but opposes parts of it. ‘The nutrient management ..~
" program needs reworking. B BT U T

8!28[01Menomﬂme, Wm f. About _éﬂl-péog}l'é ;were in atterzdance 25 cgrsjs
were filled out. ‘8 people provided oral testimony; 6 representing LCC and
LCDs and 2 representing themselves. Of those who filled out the cards, 16

opposed the rule and none supported it. .. . =

Thcse' p'feé'énti'ﬁg Q_ré_.!" ie'st-ir%é-ny were

- Richard Coen, Polk Gounty LCC, opposes the rule. This rule is too
costly. It also tries to usurp power from counties. :

2. . David Appleyard, Trempealeau County LCC and

. 3

LCD, opposes the
rule.. DATCP needs.to work with.LCCs and LCDs to develop the
oo programandthe rule. - e e i et
3. . Stan Hensley, farmer, opposes the rule. Costsharing should be at
100%. The benefits go to the public, the public should pay forit. .
4.  Charles Handy, Pierce County LCC and LCD; opposes the rule. This
.. is too regulatory for farmers, it will. negate all of the.good-work the
voluntary programs have done... . .o o S e e
5. Jean Schomisch, Eau Claire County LCC and LCD, opposes the rule.




The rule is fiscally irresponsible and underm:nes iccal ordmances lt
“does not follow the intent of the'law.
6. Dale Hanson; Barron’ Ceunty LCCand LCD, appases the fuie The
ruleis too costly as written. The program- naeds a n&w saurca of
funding such as a small tax on food. o
7. Dan Masterpole, Chippewa County LCC and LCD ‘opposes the ruie _
A landowner meeting a standard at the time of rule passage must
continue to meet that standard at no cost to the stai:e The rule does
not'meet the intent of the: law.
8. “"Richard Bayer, farmer; eppases the rule. The mie is too raguiatary
and puts W:sconsm farmers at a dlsadvantage to farmers in other
- siates s :

8/29}01 Rlchiand Center, W:s Apprommateiy 30 peeple werein

- attendance. 24 cards were filled out. 8 people provided oral tastimony 5
repres&ntmg LCCs and LCDs, 2 repfesentmg themselves, and 1 -
representing an environmental ‘organization. Of those who f‘ !!ed out the
cards, ‘£1 opposed the ruia and 3 supperted n‘. B R

Those presentmg erai testimorzy were:

1.+ JoeVan Berkel, Sauk County LCC'and LCD, opposes the rule The
rufe is too complex and too costly for farmers. i1 canira!;zes power and

: denies local control.” ;

2. Bill Pielsticker, Southern' Wtscoﬂsm Trout Unhm;ted support$ the

-"wouid be tcao costi-'

3. Rebecca Baumann Wlsccns;n Land and Water Conservatlon
Association, opposes the rule. This does not meet the intent of the _
law. 1t restricts counties' abil lty to enact ordinances. DATCP needs to
work with LCCs and L.CDs in developmg the program and its rule.

4. Doug Cieslak, Buffalo’ County LCD, opposes the rule. The ruie is
ﬁscaliy ii’i'esp{}f}Sible and it preempts countzes ab;hty to enact
ordinances. - :

5. ~ Kurt Radke, farmer, opposes the rule. The mie will put farme;’s out of

" 'busingéss. Farmers need 90% cost sharsng Atis too expenswe

6. ' “Don Franke, La Crosse County LCD, opposes 1l e rule. Tha whoie

: rule needs to be redrafted with. input from county LCCs. R

7. Dick Hauser, farmer, opposes the rule. The level of cast sharlng

- should' beraised to 90% and it should include the new 590 standard

8. Don Bina, La Crosse CGUﬂty LCC, opposes the rule Thisrule

- provides too much cost sharing, it'is fiscally’ :frespens;bie The ru!es
need better coordmaisaﬂ between DATCP and ENR o

-naeds io mcorperate :a phosphcarus standard in -

_intent of the rule bui-eppeses many parts of ﬁ'ns version of it, ‘Thisrule . . .




8[29101 Phﬂisps, Wls 1 1 people wefe in attendance 11 cards were f‘ lled
out. 5 people prevsded oral testimony; .3 repr%entmg themselves, and 2
representing LCCs and LCDs..Of those who falied out the cards, 3 Gpposed
the rule and 1 supported :t _ L :

Those pres&ntmg arai testlmcny were:

1. Ai Ripheﬁburg, farmer opposes ‘the ;"ule The ruias are ’too regulatory
_for farmers. ‘We don‘i need regﬂlatlans for al! farmers Gniy for.some
'abuszng the land.. :

2. Marie Gratzpner Langlade County LCD opposes the rule The rﬁle
should not be paying farmers for practice maintenance and land taken
out of production, 1t rewards the bad The state needs to pmwde

+funding for staff. . :

3. Joe Stotka, farmer zs neutral on the ruie He wants;. -;._-know why the .

. law doesn't allow raaﬁors to measure. property dlfferently .

4. Marlus Heath, farmer,'is neutrai ontherule. The rule must deal with .
odor problems and manure pit abandﬁnment The state needs to
speed up the cost share process s SO farmers can get reimbursed
quicker.

5. _.Barb Schieffer; Taylor County.LCD, is neutral on:the rule. Therule is

_— cenfuszng and she has many quest:ons regardmg xt -

8i301(31 Green Bay, Wns Approxlmateiy 30. ge@pie were m attendance 17
led out. 11 people provided: oral testzmeny,._é represent;ng
O arganlzatmnﬁ,
thamseives, and 1 representing an agricultural organ;zat:on :Of those who
filled out the cards B oppased the. rule and none supported 1t

Those prasenting c.aral tesnmony were

1. Mary Ann Meyer W:s Publlc kzterest Research Group, supimrts the
intent of the rule but Qppases this version of it.. There are . too many
loopholes in this rule and not enough state fundmg it needs o have a

.. .phosphorus ; standards. - .

2. 7 Mary Ryan, interested {:ltlzen sﬁpports the intent c:f the ru!es bi}t this
version needs. to be. made stmnger The rule. needs:an enforcement

element and more state i’undmg

3. Dario Gamc mterestad citizen, Sﬁgports i‘he :ntem‘ c:f the rule but

- opposes th;s version. it needs fo be made stronger The rule.needs a
phosphorus standard and the program needs more ﬁmdmg . ;

4.  Tom Milheiser, {Dcanio County LCC, supports the intent of the rule but
opposes this version of it. -1t pmwd% too much cost sharing for -
farmers. Watershed staff fundmg needs to be returned to 100%
funding.

5. Pete Van Airsdale, Winnebago County LWCD, opposes the rule,

‘representing. LCCs and LCDs, 2 representing -




regrettably. Need clear implementation program to reach standards.
It needs to be adequately funded to provide for local conservation
leadership. T T G

6. Bill Hafs, Brown County LCD, opposes the rule. The rule needs a
clear implementation program. It should not be rewarding violators for
their violations. .

7. Marvin Fox, WLWCA, opposes the rule. DATCP must work with L CCs
and LCDs to revise the rule. The proposed rule undermines focal
authority and istoocostly. < o

8. Steve Heraly, Wis. Environmental Laboratory Assn., opposes certain
parts of the rule. The rule should not endorse only the U. W,

laboratories. The lab certification process is in conflict with what is in

NR 151. P A W . L
9. Vince Michalski, Agriliance, supports the intent of the law but opposes

this version of the rule. U. W. recommendations should not be made

- mandatory. Retailers should not be involved with reporting on farmers

- who have nutrient management plans.
10. - Rebecca Katus, Clean Water Action Council, supports strong nonpoint
_source rules, but opposes this version. This rule has too much cost
sharing and rewards bad behavior. The rule needs an enforcement
11.  Linda Stoll, Fox-Wolf Basin 2000, supports the need for strong rules,
but opposes this version of them. This rule has too many loopholes

“Statewide. Approximately 170 people attended the hearings. 50 people

. provided oral testimony. These 50 people represented farmers and farm
‘organizations, local governments, environmental organizations, and
themselves as private citizens. 109 appearance cards were filled out. Of
those filling out appearance cards, 45 people opposed the proposed rule
and 12 supported it. R - '

Common Themes:

+ Nutrient Management. Many environmental groups feel the
réequirements are too weak and many farm representatives feel the
requirements are too strong. . Environmental group representatives feel
rule should allow for a nutrient management standard to be based on
phosphorus, not just nitrogen.

* Cost sharing. Environmental groups and LCDs state that the proposed
rule is too costly. Cost sharing should not be provided to farmers for
practice maintenance and land taken out of production.

« Ordinances. Local government is concerned that cost-share funds will
have to be provided in order to enforce local ordinances.




Ordinances. Local government is concerned about the les}éi-df state

 control being exerted over the counties' abilities and authorities to pass
“local ordinances. ' i R

" Ordinances. Farmers expressed concern that this rule was too
regulatory and that farmers ‘were being burdened with too many

Process. Local gove rnments and environmental groups expressed’
concern that representatives of county land conservation committees and
departments need to be worked with to develop the rule.

« County Staff Funding. More funding should be provided for staff

funding. The cost-share to staff cost ratio lsoniytwoorthreeto one, not

_the 11 to one used in the fiscal estimate. .

Fiscal Estimate. The fiscal estimate needs to be updated to account for
the changes to the proposed rule since the fiscal estimate was .
completed. g - & '

Consistency. The rule must be consistent with DNR's proposed rules.
Terms and definitions must be used consistently throughout the rule.




ATCP 50 Hearings - August 2001
Written Gamments and Registrations
o Support Oppose _ Support parts/

Individual Representing N the rule  therule” Oppose parts
Location
Baade, Walter ©~ ' " Ashippun Lake District X ;J_e_fferscan
Battist, James Jefferson
Bries, Dennis C o Tx Jefferson
Busch, Randy '~ Rock River Laboratories X Jefferson
Calkins, Kuit. " Columbia Co. LCC & LCD . x . Jefferson
Diestelmann, Eva™ " X . Jefferson
Hallen, Walit X .. Jefferson
Marx, Suzanne _ x . Jefferson
Strapp, Raph — " ) X o . Jefferson
Total " 3 '3 3 Lg

- These are in addition io_ those éiving oral testimony




_ ATGP 50 Hearings - - August2001
Wrttten Comments and Registrations . . -
' " Support Oppose Suppbrt' parts/

Individual _Rapresenting . the rule therule Oppose parts
_location .. .. .-
Blaha, Jerry Trempealeau Co. LCC X Menom.
Carison, Alan . ' X . .Menom.
Licht Pam .. . .~ : X _Menom.
Ludwigson, La\/eme' ‘Chippewa Co. Board X " Menom.
Marguardt, {.:arry " Chippewa Co. Board X Menom.
Monson, Gary .. Trempealeau Co. LCC X Menorm.
Olson, 'Géyit)fd"fi - JacksonCo.LCD - . ‘Menom.
Timmons, Jeff  * Polk Co.LWRD . ~ X - Menom.
Van Tassel, Geraldin Trempeaieau Co.LCC X “Menom. .
‘Webb,Rod .~ - Pepin Co. Lce ) S ox Menom.
Whitney, Wayne B X - ‘Menom.
Total ' ] 11 0 11

These are in addition to those giving oral testimony




ATCP 50 Hearings - August 2001
Wr:tten Comments and Reglstratmns
' Support Oppese Support parts/

Individual Representing s e ““‘thertule “therule’ Oppose parts
‘Location
Kamps, Eugene - Langlade Co. X Phillips
Lindquist, Kenneth Ashiand Co. LCC X _ _ ~ Phillips
Mika, George **  * Ashland Co. LCC © 7 "x - Phillips
Total = | 1 1 1 3

These are m addji’tijt_m to those giving oral testimony




individual . - _-_.Reﬁrésenting

Anderson, Ken . Richland Co. LCD

Hagen, Russ  Crawford Co. LCD
Igou, Patrick
Lange, Rick

O'Leary, Timothy Coiumbia Co. LWCD
Rietmann, Todd Columbia Co. LWCD
Schwer, Sam '

Trumble, Lisa. Lafayette Co LCD "
Wilburn, Lynda Grant Co. LCD
" Total

These are in addition to those giving oral testimony

... ATCP50 Hearings - August 2001

' Written Comments and Registrations

' Support Oppose
the rule  the rule

X
X
X

. X

X

X

X

X

3 6

Support parts!
Oppose parts

. Location

 RehndCt .

Rehind Ctr '
Rohind Cir-
Rchind Ctr
“Rehind Ctr
Rchind Ctr
Rchind Ctr
Rehind Ctr
Rehind Ctr

0 9




ATCP 50 Hearings - August 2001
Written Comments and Registrations
L _.Support Oppose  Support parts/

Individual .. Representing B " _ therule therule Oppose parts
B :Locaﬁon
Holiz, Brad X Green 'Bay o
Jolly, Jim Brown Co. LCD X Green Bay s
Ostrowski, Ron Shawano Co. LCD X. ... .. .GreenBay .
Webster, Bobbie X  Green Bay
Total " 0 2 2 4.

These are in addition to those giving oral testimony




. A"fCP 5{) Hearmgs August 2001
' '_ Wﬂtten Gomments and Registrations

individual __Represent%hg

Abramson, Pamela

Agard,Mary .

Ahmadi, Hoda =~ ,
Ahner, Betsy '~ Wis Fert. & Chem. Assn.
Alderman, Alice =

Ambs, Todd _ River Aiiiance of Wis.
Appleyard, David™ Trempealeau Co. LCC &LCD
Amdorfer, Chris

Arts, Marshall
-'Ashmun April
" Askew, Brian

‘Athen, Lacinda o _

Baade, Walter Ashippon Lake District
Bader, Braan

Banak, Tania

Banna, Denise

Barganz, Bruce Jefferson Co Farmco
Barkwill, Linda

Bamnes, G.

Barth, Jeremy

Bartol, John

Battist, James Battist Farms, inc.

. “‘Batimann, Rebecca - Wis. Land&Water Cons: Assn.

"-"'Ea'yer, Richard =

Bazzell, Darrell  Wis. DNR
i_':‘__ebow—Remhard Monetie
Beebe, Karolyn

Bernardo,’ Kathleen
' Bezrfrand ‘Rose Marie '
Bethke, Marc Dodge Co. LCD
Bischoff, Gordon =
Bijerk, Joy
Bloch, B.
Bolterman, Matthew
Borden, Kent
Bormann, Virginia
Brandley, Jane

Bries, Dennis

Buckley, Patrick Hunters Lake Assn.

Burton, Roy Outagamie Co. LCC & LCD
Busch, Randy Rock River Labs

Cain, Kelly UW-R.F. Plant & Earth Sct.
Calkins, Kurt Columbia Co. L.CC and LWCD
Carncross, Emily

Carroll, Mark

Casella, Cristy
Cayley, Scott

“Support Oppose
the rule  the rule

X

o

® oW X

Cx

" Technical comments

Support parts/
Oppose parts

XX MiIX. K

s

L A




Individual

Chard, Philip
Christiansen, John
Cieslak, Doug
Cieslewicz, Dave
Coen, Richard
Cennell, James
Cooper, Cathy
Cramer, John
Crass, David
Daigle, Jonathan
Danoski, Mary
Daub, Ed
‘Daviantes, Nancy
Dean, Dale
Dearlove, Paul

Delizio, Roberta
Deupree, Neil
Diaz, Kim
Dodge Co. LCC
- Dodson, Stanley
- Drori, Oren
Drori, Rina
Duler, Carol
- -Dumit, Margarita
" DuRussel, Mark
Eckroth, Holly
Ehike, Glenn
Emch, David
Emmiing, Phillip
Emmiling, Phitlip
Enright, Rachel
Fassbind, Kevin
Findley, Keith
Fiore, Jumr
Fiore, Susan
Fitzgerald, Megan
Fletcher, Peter
Flores, Dayna
Florey, Martha
Foster, Marvin
Fox, Marvin
Franke, Don
Erisk, Charles
Fuchs, Sandy
Furchtenicht, Alan
Ganic, Dario

ATCP 50 Hearings - August 2001
Written Comments and Registrations .
..Support . Oppose . Support parts/

Representing

Wis. Trout Unlimited
Buffalo Co. LCD

1000 Friends of Wis.
Polk Co. LCC
Richland Co. LCD
Jennie-0 Turkey Store

Fox Lake District

Lake Ripley District

DeGrant-Vissers, Kelly

Baird Creek Parkway Praserv.

UW-Mad. Zoology

Cons. Fed. Of Fly Fishers
UW-Mad. Engineering

Wis. B.AS.S. Federation

Trempealeau Co. Planning Dept.

Wis. Land & Water Cans. Assn.
La Crosse Co. LCC & L.CD

... therule

the rule

X

»oX xR X

Oppose parts

>
T

*

>

L S S T

HKoX oM oM XK X oM X *

pod



Individual

Gaska, Jeff
Gehring, Robert
Gelfer, John
Gerhard, M. M.
Gerke, Lisa
Gieryn, Sam
Giese, Mark
Gilbertson, J. D.
Gildner, Tara
Gilt, E. A
Godfrey, Elizabeth
Grabowski, A,
Graupner, Marie
Griffin, Dennis
Gryder, Rick
Guzman, Maty
Haase, Lisa
Hafs, Bill

Hagen, Tim
Hate, Brack
Hale, Karen Etter
Hale, Karen Etter

<. Halistrom, Bl
' Handy, ‘Charles

Hanson, Diane

Hassermer, Catherine

Haukom, Bruce
Hays, Paul
Heath, Rita
Heiber-Cobb, Kate
Helminiak, Julia
Henning, Shari
Herold, Clem
Herrera, Olga
Hiatt, Jermifer
Hilbert, Hans
Hoch, Elizabeth
Hochtritt, David
Hoff, Al

Hoffs, Brad
Hoich, Erica
Hollands, Nancy
Horowitz, Tina
Howard, John
Hoyt, Marika
Hrobar, Jessica
Hrobar, Julie

o ATC? 50 Haarmgs August 2001
erﬁen Comments ‘and Registrations

Representing

Pheasants Forever =

Langlade Co. LCD

Brown Co. LCD

Wis. Audobhon Councit
Personal

‘Green Rock:Audobon Socaety
Pierce Co. LCD -

Lincoln Co. LCC & LCD’

Jefferson Co. Zoning Office

Buffalo Co. LCC

Monroe Co. L.CD

Oneida Co. LCC & LCD

“Support Oppose
therule the rule

XX om X

L

O A A

“Support parts/

Oppose parts

><




Individual

Hudson, Carolyn
Huffman, Eddy
Irving, Preston
Jackson Co. LCC
Jacobson, Teri
Jakopac, Barbara
Jansky, Leroy
Johnson, Harry
Johnson, John
Johnstone, Kira
Jolly, Jim
Josephson, Abbey
Junio, Paul
Kaatz, Dean
Kamp, Tressie
Kamps, Eugene
Karczewski, Brian
Kark, Richard
Kalus, Rebecca
Kent, Paul

King, Austin
Kinsman, John
Knutzen, Betty
Knutzen, David

- Knutzen, Paul
Koch, Marie

' Koermer, Stephen
Kohlstedt, Steve
Kostka, Pam
Kozelka, Michael
Kraft, George
Kreitmeir, Erik

Kruger, Amy
Krumwiede, Anna
Kuderer, Jenny
Kugler, Ben
Kugier, Tony
Kuklinski, Linda
Kuphal, Troy
Kurtz, Melinda
Lacy, Anne
LaForest, Michael
Le Bouton, Gary
Leavenworth, Pat
Lee, Kum Yi
 Liberski, Mark

Krimpeibein, Shelley

ATCP 50 Hearings - August 2001
Written Comments and Registrations

Representing

Milwaukee Fly Fishers
Wis. Soc. Of Prof. Soil Scientist

Brown Co L.CD

Wis. Envionmental Lab Assn.
Marathon Co. LCC & LCD

Langlade Co. LCC

Ciean Water Action Council
Municipal Environmental Group
Family Farm Defenders

Knutzen Crop Consulting

UWEX - Richland Co.

UW-SP Coll. Of Nat, Resources

Wis. Assn. Of Land Cons. Empl

Waushara Co. LCC & LCD
USDANRCS

_ Support Oppose Support parts/
therule therule  Oppose parts

Technical comments
X

Technical comments
X
X

-

X
Technical comments

X

b

X % X XX XX

A S

X oM oK ox



. ATCP 50 Hearings - August 2001
" Written Comments and Registrations
A Support Oppose Support parts/
Individual Representing _ the rule  therule Oppose parts

Licht, Pam 7 X
Lindloff, Coral _ , ‘
Lindquist, Perry Waukesha Co. LCD X
Linski, Jamie _
Lintner; Don Sierra Club Touring Section
Lomas, Philip B
Long, Pam .
Long, Saily. UW-Milw. Biology Sciences
" “Lott, Cynthia ) L
- Lowe, Justin e X
*Lutenegger, Brian R o :
Luthin, Charlie Wis, Wetlands Assn. : X
~ Lyden, Tiffany Vilas Co. LCC & LCD - x
‘Maassen, Jennifer L o
MacLaughlin-Berres, Ann Cx
Maehl, Joseph Winnebago Co. LCC x
Malick, Sarah - X
Manske, Jinny o
Marasco, Gina _
Masterpole, Dan Chippewa Co. LCD X
Matthews, Kristin R
McCioud, Robert Fox Lake District
- McCormick, Cheryl o
7 MicEirone; doet et T .
‘Mcleod, Eugene ' e X
McMonagle; Rick Kinnickinnic River Land Trust
McNurlan, Rhonda S
‘McRoberts; Reed Trempealeau Co. Zoning Dept. X
- . McWilliams, Margaret ' . _ L X
Meitner, Erik S '
‘Metelak; Janice ) . X
Metz, Judy X
Meyer, Mary Ann WISPIRG X
Meyer, Mary Ann Personal X
Michalski; Vince Agriliance X
Mika, George Ashland Co: LCC | X
Moede, Roberta x
Moldenauer, Janet
Moore, Columba
Morack, Michael
Muetler, Joan
Muensch, Stephan X
Mulvihill, Shawn o _ b '
Murphy, Johr S .
Murphy, Karen
Nelson, Amy
Nestier, Briana

>
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ATCP 50 Hearings - August 2001
Written Comments and Registrations
..Support  Oppose  Support parts/

Individual Representing . .. -therule therule Oppose parts
Nikora, James X
Nol, Justin X
Oconto Co. LCC X '
O'Leary, Timothy Columbia Co. LCD X
Oleson, Bob Wisconsin Comn Growers Assn. X _
Olsen, Carl ' X
Olsgard, Bob Lake Superior Alliance X
Olson, Linda X
Qison, Louise Walworth Co. LCD X
Omdalen, Ron X
Omdalen, Ruth X
Ostrowski, Ron Shawano Co. LCD X
Pagh, Sierra : X
Parker, Eric X
Paulson, Nancy X
Penfield, Anne X
Peterson, David X
Peterson, Le Roy Pierce Co. LCC X
Pielsticker, Bill 8. Wis. Trout Unlimited X
Pierce, Bryan UWEX - Vilas Co. X
Pieters, Thomas X
Plate, Leslie X
Ploeger, Richard Lake Sinissippi District X
Porath, John s
“Prochaska, Bonnie  Sustainable Racine X
Prusak; Jeanne TR X
Puls, Andy b
Quamme, JoAnne X
Ragatz, Annalisa X
Raunio, Duncan X
Reinhold, Heidi X
Reith, Paul X
Reopelle, Keith Wis. Environmental Decade X
Riel, Laura X
Rietmantt, Todd Columbia Co. LCD X
Riphenburg, AL R&Z Farms X
Roeth, Bridgit X
Rosefelt, Mitchell X
Rosenblatt, Suzanne X
Rosland, Linda X
Ross, Trisha X
Ruffolo, Philip X
Ryan, Mary X
Rynders, Paul X
Saecker, Jan X
- Satter, Eliyn x
Scala, Stephen X




Individual

Scanian, Melissa
Scanlon, Melissa
Schmidt, Claire
Schmidt; Don
Schomisch, Jean
Schroeder, Pam
Schumann, Kerry
Schuster, William
Schwab, Sarah

A?CP 50 Heaﬂngs August 2001
: Wntten Comments and Registrations
““Support Oppose
Representing therule therule

Midwest Environmental Adv

Schwaienberg, Shawna -

Schwer, Sam
Seeger, Chuck
._Sezch“tef Jeffrey

Sensenstein, Ann

Sevetson, Erika
Shippy, Jane
Siegel, Bruce
Sievers, Emily
Sitk, Zachariah
Simons, John
Sines, Craig
Skup, David

.. Skup; Debra - .
~Smith, David -

" Smith, Rschard
Smith, Tgn_y .

Snavely, Nicholas

Speich, Robert
Spotts, Richard -

St. Croix Co. LCC

_Stanek, Marsha
Stanley, Terri
Starks, Jess
Steffenson, Dave
Stefferud; Renee
Steinke, Kathy
Stern, Billy
Stoll, Linda
Stone, George
Strand, Gayle
Strapp, Ralph

Stratman-Durrer, Annetie

Strupp, Maurice

Sunstrom, Jermifer

Swanson, Roger
Tadda, Sally
Tadda, Terry

Personal N
Bay Lakes Co-op ' Tt
Eau Ctaire Co. LCC X
. i
Wis. Public Interest Res, Group _
Door Co. SWCD X
L Co X
Racin’e__Co. LCC&LCD ' X
X
X
X
X .
X
g
Manitowoc Co. SWCD
%
X
X
X
s
X
X
X
Fox-Wolf Basin 2000
' X
Manitowish Waters Lake Assn.
X
Washington Co. LCC X
Wis. Counties Assn.
Wis. Assn of Lakes'
X
X

“Support parts/
Oppose parts

X
X

x e




Individual

Taylor, Gretchen
Taylor, Harvey
Temple, Stanley

Terrell, Caryl
Terrell, Caryl
Thessin, Marie
Tfscher ‘Sarah
Trainer, Daniel
Trumble, Lisa
- Tudisco, Steve
- Turner, Kathleen
D Tushaus Kent

' Valadez, Anjelica
Van Atrsdaie Pete
‘Van Berkel, Joe
Van Dinter, Danielle
Van Drisse, Gaary
Vanden Plas, Merlin
Vanharpen, Amy
Vetter, Senia
Victor, Tim

Viste, Jerome
“Walton, Bryan
. Warrichziet, Randal

- Waii_ms Mark
Webb, Rod
Weborg, Lynne
Weiland, Sandra
Welander, tvan
Welke, Margaret
Wentland, Don
Wentzel, Richard
Wetter, Jennifer
WiesnerJoe
Witburn, Lynda
Williams, Joanne
Williarns, Mark
Witney, Russell
Waijahn, Patrick
Wolkowski
Woodke, Jena
Yelk, Harvey
Young, Tiffany
Zaber, Dave
. Zagar, Bruno
Zagar, Michlyn

ATCP 50 Hearings - August 2001
Written Comments and Registrations

Representing .

UW-Mad. Wildiife Ecology

Teodore-Dier, Daniella

Sierra Club, J. Muir Chp.
Personal :

Plover River Alliance
Lafayette Co. LCC & LCD
Winnéba.g'o.éo.' Lce & LCD
Sauk Co. LCC

Brown Co. LCC

Portage Co. LCD

_Support Oppose _

.therule therule

Door Co. Environmental Council

Jefferson 'Qq; LWeD.
Pepin Co. LCC
Grant Co., LCD

UWEX - soil science

Western Lakes Wildlife Center

Eo S A

"o

Technical comments

Support parts/
Oppose parts
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ATCP 50 Hearings - August 2001
Wntten Comments and Registrations
“Support Oppose  Support parts/

Individual Representing the rule therule Oppose parts
Zeloski, Dennis Muck Farms, Inc. _ X
Zinns, Carolyn T R 4
7 Total
Sub-total (Technical comments = 5) 2 157 214 378
Sub-total from hearing focations 7 23 4 34

in addltion the department recewed 788 postcards from members of the WiSCOﬂSiﬂ Pubhc .
interest Research Goup’ (WISPIRG) suppcmng the intent of the rule but stating that this version

“does not go far enough to protect the waters of the state. Added to the' suppor’t parts!oppose
parts" column, the final written comments and regtstratxons are as follows: :

Total (Technical comments = 5) 9 180 1,066 1,200
The department also collected 23 appearance cards at the hearings from individuals who did not
indicate whether they supported or opposed the rule.

The department also received 25 pieces of written testimony that arrived after the ciosmg of the

o 'heanng record on September 14 2{)01 These 25 are- not mc!uded in the totais ahcve

The postcards appearance cards and iate pieces of wniten testlmony as weii as a i pleces of
written testimony can be viewed upon request




Overview

_Environmental

-~ ATCP 50

“Overview, impacts and costs

o Revzsed ATCP 50 1s pari of an admm}strat}ve rule package that represents the nation’s

most: comprehenswe standards to protect water quality from farm and urban runoff. The

Department. of Agriculture; Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) and Department
of Natural Resour{:es (DNR) revised their rules to meet a 1egxslatzve mandate to redesign

'the state program to controi nonpomt source poliutmn program

Under the rawsed ATCP 50, DATCP will work with counties to heip farmers compiy

- with DNR’s new pollution control standards Farmers must comply by following
““conservation practices such as nutrient management: pianmng Required cost-sharing;

including payments for land taken out of pmductmn Wlli minimize: 1mpacts on farmers::

-DATCP’S new mie offers more pmtex:tmn for the enwromnent supports the important

role of counties in conservation, and is fair to farmers.

Farmers who feiiow the rulf: wﬂi apply nutrients (manure and fertihzer) more
precisely, control soil erosion, reduce polluted farm runoff, and improve management of
manure. : :

. _Annual. benef‘ ts over ten»-year lmplementatton penod
-Practlce Lo | Benefit

" Develop mzment managf:mf:nt plans:- #Reduce phosphomus in rivers a,nd lakes

eaf:h year for I millionnew acres: | gReduce nitrogen in groundwater

(Size of -Marathon-Coggt_y); ' “® Promote more profitable use of on»fam; and

N purchased nutrients Ll S

Increase cropland meetmg “T” each # Reduce sedimeni--Ioaﬁiz_ngiin'rivcz’s and lakes

year by 160,000 new acres e Promote fish habitat and water quality

(Size of Kepqsh&__(:;}l;nty) : "1 # Preserve most productive layer of soil

Prevent feedlot runoff and other » Prevent overflow from manure storage facﬂitles '
“manure problems ﬁ“om 31"’€St‘3"k | #Reduce unconfined manure pilesin =~ '

operations i . | environmentally sensitive areas

» Curb direct run@ff from feedlots. or facilmes
1 & Protect shoreland areas from overgraz,mg

1 e Reduce nutrients, pathogens and orgamc matter in
. surface water - -

Improve capacity to store manure for .| e Improve nutrient management by allowing timely
" 10% of livestock eperatmns in application to benefit Crops

driffless areas. . .+ - ®Reduce manure runoff from frozen or wet ground
*® Protect quality of ground and surface water




County - ~ATCP 50 strengthens county conservation programs 1:hat help farmers become
Support -+ better stewards. The rule: :
» Establishes procedures to fund county programs o’ f:ffectweiy address local
conservation priorities based on DATCP approved land ami watcr resource
management plans. i _ i
o Guarantees higher grants for ceunty conservation staff - sub;ect to the
availability of funds.
..» Provides more. flexibility in using DATCP funds, and snnpizﬁes paperwerk
. and ac{:euntmg through anew reimbursement system e
L. foers counties greater. ﬂexabahty n settmg up voluntary cos’c sharmg to
1mplement conservation practices.
e Ensures more chmces for counties to. secure cnmphance rangmg from
passage of ordinances to suspension of a farmer’s farmland preservation tax
credits for. aon~cempizance with conservatmn standards.

: F.a_'ir to. - o The ruie faarly aiiocates respansabﬁity f@r censervatwn pract;ces between the farmer
Farmers .. and'the taxpayer.. The rule: : T
*Ensures 90% cost-—sharmg far farmers facmg economic hardshlp
- epaysmore in raqmred cost—shanng to cover costs for mamtenance and land
out of production. S

*Provides a higher flat cost-share rate for nutrient management

) *Bnsures’ falmers 4 ycars af cost—sham for nutrlmem management and other’

““soft practices. '
'Treats farmers equaily by provxdmg hagher CREP paments for buffers.

i' F:St:al e Based on: _'_.i G—y@ar 1mpiementauon penod DATCP ﬂsnmates tha:t 1t needs an- additxonai
Analysis " $11.4million per year to provide cost-share grants, fund conservation staff and cover -
: . increased operatwn costs. The legislature may adjust
e appropnation ievels toalterthe rate of implementation.
Annual public costs Tio . ” " fthe $10 mill
for implementation. _ e following provides an: an ysas of the $10 miihon
P . ' shortfall for cost-share funding: .

« Total costs are expected 6 range from $37.3 to $57.3
~ million for each of the 10 years.

g s » State and focal gﬁvemment must.cost-share at least
W Additional "

il 70% of the implementation costs for existing farms.

- [IState & Federal

» At current appropriation rates, state and local
government will have inadequate funds to pay their
share of $26.1 to 40.1 million.

o Federal programs, such as the Conservation Reserve
Progam Envammnemai Quality Incentives Program,
and Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program can
contribute significant annual funding for farmer cost- .
sharing to meet state performance standards.

fn millions

Cost-share
DATCP
operations

e Assuming level funding over 10 years, the combined
available cost-share funds from federal, state and local
sources fotal approximately $30 million annually.

Conserveration
staff




Backgrbu.n_d. "

The Departmenz of Agnculture Trade and
Consumer. Protection (DATCP). will work
with counties to help farmers comply with
new. pcilutwn control standards: adopted by

 the Department of Natural Resources (DNR).

Farmers must comply by‘installing
conservation practices. Compliance costs
will vary from farm to farm but wﬁl be
substantial. ' :

This rule (ATCP 50y explains how DATCP
will provide funding for county censervation
staff and cost-share payments to farmers.
Counties may use staffing and cost-share -

] ﬁmds as they see fit, subject to this rule: This

“rule gives counties and lanciewners a vanety :

* of cost-share options. -

The state Legislature detennmes the tota}

funding that DATCP can provide to.counties.

Some of this funding comes from bond
revenues. . Counties may use bond revenues
to cost-share “capital zmprovements (Ion_g-
term conservation practices). But under the
state constitution, counties may ot tise bond
revenues to pay for county staff, or annual
conservation practices such as nutnem: o
management or contour farmmg

Cost-Sharing for Voiuntary
Compliance

Counties typically use cost-share grahts to
encourage voluntary comphance with
conservation standards. In return for a cost-

ATCP 50 Fact Sheet

Cost-Shaei%-i’ﬁfjg'“_fafh'd
County Funding

share grant a Eandowner agrees to install and
maintain conservation practzces specafied by
the coun’iy

The county makes the cost-share payment
when the conservation practices are installed.
The landowner must then maintain the
practices for the agreed number of years
Cost-shared “capxtal 1mprovements must be
maintained for at least 1(} years.

In a voluntary cost-share agreement, the
parties are free to negotiate the cost-share
rate. The county may use state funds to pay
up to 70% of the project cost (up.to 90% if -
there is an economic hardshipy. For annual
practices such as nutrient management.and
contour: farrmng, acounty may pay an:
alternative flat rate per acre.

The pames may negctlate their o own cost-
share arrangements, subject to this rule. For
example a voiuntary cost-share contract

. Pay for selected conservat;on practlces or
selected costs

¢ Pay for installation or maintenance, or both.

+ Pay for some practwcs if the landowner
agrees to mstaﬂ otizers wzthom cost-
sharing; B

o Make “mcentivé payments” in return for
the landowner’s-commitment to continue
annual practices (such as nutrient -
management or-contout farming) from year
to year.
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. Credit as part of the 1andowner s cost-
share centnbutwn, the reasonable value of
the 1andﬁwner 5 labor_ ._eqmpment and
supplies. :

.Ccst-Sharmg for Enfercement

Different costnshare requzremeﬁts apply ifa
county or local government requires a fanner
to install conservation practices ‘that Change
an “‘existing” fa;mmg operation. In these
cases, the county or 105‘.:&1 gevemment musr _
effer ce:;sbshanng. . . T

The ﬁost~share offcr musl; cover at ieast ’7(}%
ef the farmer’s cost to mstall and mammm '
the reqmred practlce (at ieast ’90% 1f there is
an economic hardship). '

There are seme hm;tatmns on thIS ccast-
sharmg reqmrement '

oA farmer is’ no longer: entitled fo cosf— :
sharmg aﬁer receiving:: R

_ » 10 years worth of cest»shanng (theE __31: G

" normal cost-share mainte anze pen”é}

fora capztal improvement. L

4 years worth of cost-sharing f()r an
_annual gractme such’ as_mz‘cnﬁnt
' managemﬁnt or. contou farmmg

o Ifa farmmg eperatwn achleves comphance |

‘witha conservation reqmremem butthen
falls out of compliance, the: famler must
regain compliance at the farmer’s expense

» A county or i‘ocai' gevemant need oniy'
make a bona fide offer of cost-sharing. . If .
the farmer refuses the cost-share offer, the
county or local government may require the
farmer to compiy wzthout cost—sharmﬂ

e A-county or local gevemmerit need not
cost-share a nutrient management plan .
- required under-a permit for a manure-

storage system voiuntarz Iy constructed by a
farmer. PR v S

¢ Cost-sharing is not reqmred.te :'correct a
landowner’s criminak.or grossly neghgent
discharge of pollutants. - .

» Practices required by a WPDES perm1t are
not eligible for cest«sharmg

* A county may suspend a farmer’s el}glbihty
for farmland preservation credits if the
farmer fails to comply, regardlessof
whether the (:ounty offem cosi»shanng

. A c()uniy or iocal govemment may take

emergﬁncy action to. prevent mamed;ate :
harm to water. quahty, wrtheut ﬁrst makmg .
a cost-share offer:: o

Extended Cost-»Sharmg

If a couinty orlocal g@?emment forcesa -
farmer to take one half (42) acre ormore of -
land out of production, it must. contirueto
offer cost-sharing to keep land-out of.

.y _;pmduction Acennt_ or local: gcvemment
- alsomay. chfmse toct

even though itis no ionger required 10
prowde cest»shamg

Far mer 'S COst o

A farmer s cosr mc}udes ail thf: faﬁomng

. The cost te mstaii and mammm the
conservation. practme for the term of the
cnst«share contract..

o The reasonable valie of necessary iabor
equipment and supplies providedby
farmer.

» The cosi of 1akmg 1and out of producﬁen if
the farmer must take more thar ‘one half -
(¥2) acre out of pr__gduction.

imue cost~shanng, © R



Land Taken Out of Pmduct:on

Land ismot taken "‘out ef praductzon” xf the :

farmer. may continue to:use it for pasture,
hay, or.cropping under: censervatlon tﬂiage
as the farm&r sees fif.

Thecost of: takmg land “out of production™is
based on current County rental rates forland, -
multiplied: by the number of years the land
will be forced out: of pmducnon Payments
are élscaumed to* present vahie” usmg an.
annual rate Of 3. percent :

' _Fcar as long as: tha Conservatmn Reserve _

Enhancement (CREP) program is oﬁ‘ered a

farmer is ezmﬂed to-higher CREPweqmvalent

- payments for. nparzan land taken out of ..
production. To receive the higher CREP~. :
equivalent amount, the iandowner must agree
to kﬁep the land out-of production for 15
years or.in perpetmty (as if the farmer was._

) partimpatmg m the CREP program)

“Even aﬁer a ceunty or local gcvemment has
satisfied its other cost-share obligations, it

."-'fhas a_contmumg ﬂbhgatmn to cost—share land .

Econam:c Hardshlp

: A fanner quahﬁes fer ecorzomzc ham’s}zgv
status if a ‘banker or CPA cemﬁes that the
farmer cannot pay the normal 3{)% share of
the project cost, but can pay 10%. This
certification must be based on a farm
financial statement prepared- accﬁrdmg to..
generally accepted accounting prmmpies i

If a farmer qualifies for econontic hardship:
status, a county may pay up fo 90%-of the -
farmer’s.cost for a voluntary practice, not just
70%. If a county or local government
requires a farmer in economic hardship to

install a conservation practice, it must offer
the farmer at least 90% of the farmer’s cost.

Cost-Shared Practices

DATCP cost-share funds may be used for
conservation practices identified in this rule,
or approved in.writing by DATCP. Cost-..-
shared practices must be installed accordang
to this rule.

Co.st-.-S.har-e .Cfmtracts

Cmmtles must enter mto ‘contracts. wzth cost~
share recipients. Contracts must comply w1th
this rule if DATCP funds are used. -Contracts -
over $10,000 must be: recorded with the
county Reglster of Deeds {The recording
threshold will increase to' $12,000 in 2005
and $14,000in 2010).- DATCP must: approve
any contract over $50; 00(} RCE

If a county pays.-éa- farmer tq_-take fand out of :
production, the county may require the
farmer to grant an easement for the term of
the contract.* Easements are also re:corded
W;,th the Register of Deeds

Maxsmum Cast-—Share

A county may not use: szate funds to pay -
more than 70% of- a farmer’s cost (90% if
there is aif economic ?zardshlp) DATCP and
DNR funds may be combined up to this level.
A county may use funding from other
sources to mcrease the tetai c;ast*share
payment. R -

Cost-Share Fundmg

Each year, DATCP and: DNR make ¢ost-
share grant awards to counties after
reviewing county grant réquests. DATCP
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and DNR jointly prepare an annual grant
allocation plan showing the amounts
awarded to each county. DATCP and DNR"
seek comments on'a draft allocation plan
They:issue a final plan after cenmdenng
commeénts from counties and the Land and
Water Conservation Board. If needed;
DATCP and DNR may issue suppiementary
allocation pians

Counties must use ¢ost-share grant funds'in -
the year for which they are awarded. Unspent
DATC? grant awards remain w;th BATCP

' for aiiocatmn in a ﬁzture year i :

C@untzes determme cost«share prmntzes and :
enter into cost-share contracts with -
landowners. DATCP reimburses ceu}:}ty i
cost-share payments, up to the amount of the
county’s annual grant award.. DATCP makes
payments after the county certifies that the
landowner has properiy mstaiied the costu L
shared practices BETHAI

_.._._:Fund;ng fer County Staﬁ :

DATCP pmvxdes ﬁmdmg for county staff
and support. Counties may use these funds1o
pay for conservation staff, mciudmg staff
werkmg on‘CREP and priority watershed..-
projects. C@unties may. use the funds as they
see: ﬁt based on locai needs and pnomws

DATCP aiiocates stafﬁng g,rant funds (ixke
cost-share funds) in its annual grant.
allocation plan. Subject to legislative. -
appropriations, DATCP will offer each
county at least $85,600 annuaily Priority
watershed counties may receive more based
on the amount received for DNR priority. .
watershed: stafﬁng in 2001, less any. ameum
allocated in 2001 for a priority. wa‘iershed that
has subsequently closed. DATCP may
consider statewide and county priorities,

county contnbuﬁons of staff and resources,
and-other factors whén allocating grant . .
awards among the counties.. DATCP will try-
to ensure reasonable ﬁmdmg centmmty from:
year to year. .

DATCP will make: stafﬁng grant payments
on @ reimbursement basis. Each county will
submit rexmbursement requﬁsts showing -
actual amounts spent for county staffand
suppart DATCP will then reimburse the
county, at a percentage rate prescnbed by the
Legislature, up to the total amount of the
county S annual stafﬁng grant award

The Legsiatuw has specxﬁed hzgher
reimbursement rates for staff working in -
DNR “pnomy watersheds.” DATCP
1nterprets this to include staff workingon -
CREP or other programs in those geographic:
areas’ This will make it easier foreach =~
county toclaim the highest possible
reimbursement rate, and: use 1ts staff :
effeci‘wely S R

A cmmty may use stafﬁng_grant.ﬁmds to pay"' e

for county ‘'staff, ‘contract consultants and
eligible support costs. Ehgibie support costs
include information and education materials,
newsletters, office suppiles, maps and plats
phctecopymg, printing, postage, mliieage
comiputers; audits and other IDATCP«- SRR
approved cgs’zs B HENE

With DATCP pf:rrmssaon ‘counties may use
unspent: sta]j‘" ng grant awards for costwsizare

PUEPOSES. ©
With DATCP permission; a countymay

reallocate staffing grant fands (not cost-share
funds) to a local government-or tribe. oo
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.....

. Deveiop land and water resource o _
management plans to identify conservation
needs and pnormes

. I’mvzde mfc)rmatmn cost-shanng and
technical assistance to. secure voiantary
comphance e

» Administer fannland preservatzon
standards. e

. May adopt conservation ordmances

e May seek enforcement, if necessary as a last
~ resort. Enforcement is normal}y con{mgem
_ on cost-sharing.

’I‘he Depamnent of Agncuiture, 'I‘radc and
- Cﬁnsumer Protection (DATCP): ami the -

I)epar{ment of Natiral Resources (DNR) Wérk B

with counties, and provide funding for county
programs. This rule (ATCP 50) clarifies the
reiatmnshlp between state and’ county S
programs. “

County Pians

Connty land and water resource management
(LWRM) plans provide the foundation for
conservation efforts This rule m’iegrates
different county pl anning | functions (water
quality, soil erosion) into a single land-and
water resource management plan

A county must have a DATCP-appmVed plan
in order to qualify for state funding. A county
plan must explain how the county will
implement farm conservation practices and

ATCP 50 Fact Sheet

Local Implementation of
~ Farm Conservatlon Practlces

promote compliance with DNR pollution
control standards. A county plan must:

¢ Inventory water quality and soil erosion -
conditions in the county‘ '

. Identlfy state and iocal regulatwns used to
impiement the pian DATCP may ask for
copies of local regulatzons and make _
comments. .

e Set water quaizty goals in consuitatmn w1'£h
DNR.- : :

e Identify key water quaiity and soil erosion
problems, and practlces to address those >
pmbiems I e SR

. Identlfy pnonty farm areas based on water
quality needs, manure management

“problems, nutrient apphcatwns and other S

cmtcma

e Identify strategies to promete voiun-tary
com’pl-ia'nc_e, in’ciudin_g information, cost- -
sharing and technical assistance. -

* Identify enforcement procedures, inc'liidin'g" :
notice and appeal procedures. -

¢ Include a multi-year work plan to achxeve
soil'and water conservation objectives.

Cgunty Fu_n_di__ng

Counties use DATCP funds to-implement -
LWRM plans. DATCP funds county staff, and
finances county cost-share grants to
landowners. For more information, see the
cost-sharing and county funding fact sheet.

For Finat {T}rglié.daié'{% January 25, 2002



Farmland P'fése"wéi'iOri Program

Farmers receiving famland preservation tax.

credits must meet conservation, standards set

by counties.- Counties st update therr

standards to incorporate new state

conservation requirements. The Land and

Water Conservation | Board must appmvc these
new county. sta:adards i :

A county-may suspend a farmer’s eligibility
for tax credits if the farmer fails to comply-
with conservati requzrements Before taking
- action, the county - otice
and an oppor _umty to compiy ‘A 'coun y'may
- snspend a farmer’s tax credit chgﬁnhty
mthout prov1dmg costrshanng :

County and Local Ordinances e
County and locai gavermnems may adopt
conservation ordinances. Some ordma_m:ss_

mus'-ii’oe approved-'by }}A’}TCP or DNR.

- No: mumy or local iwestock ordmance may

o g ‘exceed state stanﬁards unless DATCP or DNR

“finds that the ordinance is needed to protect’
water quality (see:s. 92.15, Stats.).. This rule
spellsout a ;}mcedure by which-a county or
local govemmem may seek such state .
approvai '

A hvestock operator may chalienge an”’
ordinance in court if the operator b_e_hey_f;g that
it exceeds state standards and hag.notbeen.
approved by DATCP or DNR

This rule spells out stanéards for agncuitural
shoreland management ordinances adopted.
undér section:92.17, Stats: DATCP must -
approve these ordinances for comphance Wlth
this-mle. . E P
This mie also spells out standards for manure
storage ordinances adopted under s. 92.16,

Stats. County and local governments must
submit these ordinances for DATCP review,

““but DATCP approval is not fé@iﬁ"«& .Th“%}

ordinam:es must comply With this-'fule..

. | Cost-Sharzng for Voluntary
' '?Compl:ance

Counties typically use cost-share grants, at
their.discretion, to encourage yoluntary
campilance with conservation. standards. F. or.
more mformaf:an see the cosfwsharmg and

county furzdmg fact skeet

Cost-Sharmg fnr Enforcement

Costwsharing is 'rma}iy required 1f a county
or local govemment requires a farmer to -
install ‘conservation practices.that. change an -
“existing” farm operation. For more ...
znformatzon see.the cost~sharmg and county
fundzng facz sheer o

Enfnmement

As alast resort a ceunty may pursue any of
these enfem&mcni actions agamst a landowner

“who refuses.to 1mp:emem essential farm
' conservatmn practzces

. Suspend a iandewner $ ehglbzilty for
farmiand preservation tax credits (see ATCP
50).

e Secka BNR order requmng a landowner 10
obtain a pollution dzscharge permri (see NR
243); o . |

. Ask the I)epartment af 7 ustice or a Dzsmct
Attomey tofilea civil ferfeﬁure actmn (see
s. 281 98 WB.S Stats } '

» Take action’ te enferce it50Wn ardmance
Cities, villages and towns may aiso enforce
thezr 1@0&1 erdmances S .
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ATCP 50 Fact Sheet

Nutrient Management

This rule (ATCP 50) establishes nu'tii:eﬁf change an “existing” farming operétion._ In these

management standards for farms, The Department cases, the county or local government must offer
_of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection cost-sharing. :
(DATCP) is adopting this rule to 1mplement : )
pollution runoff standards adopted by the If cost-sharing is required, the cost-share offer must
-Depanment of Natura} Resources (IDNR) : cover at least 70% of the farmer’s annual costto
implement nutrient management (90% if there is'an
This mie speﬂs oui nutrient management economic hardship).. The farmer may accept an
“ standards based on nitrogen, not phﬁsphoms alternative flat payment of $7 per acre per year.
Farmers must follow an annual nutrient o
management plan prepared by a qualified planner. If a county or local government cost-shares nutrient
Quahfied farmers may prepare thelr own plans management for at least 4 years, it may then reguire
s : : the farmer to continue those practices at the farmer’s
Eﬁectwa {)ate expense. But a county or local government may
TR Y ERE RS Py continue to cost-share if it chooses to do so. " See
By‘EOOS all “existing” farming operations must cost-shar mgﬁzct skeetfor more mfor mation.
_ meetnutrient management standards: Famas must
- comply by 2005 if they are locatednear. -~ . Nutnent Management Standards
' .Qu%tstandmg or'impaired waters, or w:thm a sotifce
water protection area. “New” farming operations Fanners applying nutrients must havc and foliow an
. must comply within one year after this ruleis annual nutrient management pian Nutrients include
 adopted. DNR rules define “new” and “exastmg manure, legume nitrogen, organic byproducts and
: farm operatmns R NEEH commercial fertilizer. :
:'-Cost-Sharmg : R The plan must cempiy wzth NRCS standard 590
: ' (dated March 1999), and must include every field on
Counties typlgaﬂy use cost-share grants to . which the farmer mechanlcaily apphes numents
' ‘encourage voluniary compliance with nutrient Under NRCS stanidard 590 and thisrule:

' management standards.” In return for a.cost-share
grant; a farmeragrees to implement nutrient
management for specified number of years. The

» Soil must be tested every 4 years, with
approx;mateiy one compcszte sampie per 5 acres.

county dnd farmer are free to'negotiate the e Fields recewmo orgamc byproducts or. manure
cottract terms, 'in‘clurﬁng the cost-share amount must not exceed the T-value soil erosion rate,
(up to ﬂ,e maximum aﬂawed by this rule). typically3to 5 tons ef sozl loss per acre per year

| ' _ » Applications of mantre and other orgamc '
szferent CGSt‘Sham requxrements apply ifa byproducts may not exceed 75 pounds of P05 per

county or local government requires a farmer to
implement nutrient management practices that
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acre per year unless incorporated into the soil
within 72 hours. '

. Numem apphcatmns may not: exceed the .

amounts required to achieve crop fertility levels

recommended by the University of Wisconsin in
Soil Test Recommendations for Field, Vegetable
and Fruit Crops (1998), UW-Extension
publwatlon A-2809. Th:s rule‘identifies some™
circumistances that may warrant. hi gher
apphcations :

~# No manure or. {:argamc bypreducts may be
apphed e e

o wdn waierways, or: on. ﬁ'ozen siapes greater
- than 9% (12% for grassed areas, and: for
contoured areas with all crop: residue
remammg)

*w Within 200 feet of streams, rivers, lakes,”

 ‘sinkholes, crevzced bedrock or wells am‘iess
' mcorporated 1nto the so:d wzthm ’?2 hours

The federal gﬁvemment (NRCS) has proposed a
phosphorus-based nutrient management standard.

.. DATCP will modify. its rules to incorporate the .
‘new federal standard by 2{)(}5 1f NRCS adepts the s

' standaa:d by that (iate

o __-'Quailf’ ed piamer

A quahﬁed nutrient management planner must
prepare each nutrient management plan. A planner
mustbe imewiedgﬁable and cempeten?: m these
areas: _

« Compliance with NRCS '__te;:hjngggyggiae;. |

¢ Soil testmg

. » Calcuylating. nutrwni neecls a:nd credttmg
nutrient sources (such as manare) ona ﬁeid«fby»
ﬁeki ’easas ' -

. Usmg conservahon p}ans e
. Relevant nutrient management 1aws i
. Prepaﬁng nutnent management gians

Farmers may prepare their own plans if they are
gualified to do so. They may demonstrate their

quahﬁcatxons by prepamng sound nutrient
management plans. They. may also- compicte a
DA’I‘CP-approved training. course every.4 years, and
have the course instructor ‘approve their pians
Persons preparing plans for others are presumed to

be qualified if they are:

e Certified as crop censuiténts by the National :
~Alliance of independem Crop Consultants. -

. Cemﬁed as cmp _:v1sors by the American
Socaety Qf Agronomy, Wzsconsm Certlﬁed Crop
Advasors Board

“» Registered as: crop sc:tentists crop specmhsts 3011

scientists, soil specialists or professional
agronomists with the: ‘American Registry of -
Certified ?rafesswnals in Agronomy, Crops ¢ and
Soﬂs ' SR T =

DATCP may dzsqualgﬁ; a numem maﬂagemmt
planner for a lack of quahﬁcatmns or rule vmlatmns

Bulk Fertihzer Sales

--3_-A persan seikng bulk agncultural femizzer toa

farmer muist recerd the. name and adéress of the

'person ‘who prepared the farmer’s nutrient: -

management plan, if any. But'this rule does n@t
prohibit sales te farmers wha do n@t yet have plans

So:! Testmg Labnratones

A nutrient management plan must be based: ma soal
tests conducted by the University of Wisconsin or
another certified soil-testing laboratory. DATCP
will certify-soil-testing: laboratories. This rule spells
out standards for certified laboratories: DATCP or
its agent will audzt 1aboraftanes for cemphance

If a ce{tzﬁcd la’beratory racemmf:nds nﬁtneﬁt
applications thatexceed UW. r&mmmendatwns, F{
must include the UW. recommendationsfor : - ..
comparison It must also include a written dasclosure
warning of the p@tenual censequences of excessive
apphcauons - : e
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: : 2001 Session
FISCAL ESTIMATE List both LRB No. and .

T DOA-2048 MR 10/68) D ORIGINAL - @ WBDATED o 2@3‘;“}52‘5‘?&3 and 50

l:] CORRECTED. . [] SUPPLEMENTAL | Amendment No. {If Applicable)

Subject So;! and Water Resource Management Program -

Fiscal Effect _. - ':

State: D No State Fasca! Effect ' : _ BRRREL R AT
Check columns below only if bill makes a direct appropraamn o B increase Costs —May be possible
A affects a8 sum SUfflCIEﬂi approprlataon _ to Ahsorb Wﬁhm Agencys o
udget Y No
{:i inc:rease Exzstmg Appropraaison D Increase Ex1simg Revenues N B dge B es E PO
f:j Decrease Exastmg Apprepnailon '- Decrease Ex:stmg e D E}ecrease. Casts
Revenues “ " S A T ) P '

. Create New A;apreprsatson |

| Locat:_T No local govemment o
costs . -
1. @ increase Casis

{8 F’ermisswe Mandatary | 4 DDecrease Revenues

1 3[] ihcr'ease Reveﬁims' IR 3 Types of Local GavemmemaE Umt
1 Affected:
. Permesswe DMandato : :
v : . Towns B Vﬁ!ages C] Clties
. Counties [] Others

. ..::2 [j E)ecrease Costs 1 []__P_ermtsssve DMandatory D School Distriots D W_ T_‘ C-S %tﬂcts_ 5
EE Permasswe . Maﬂdatory .
| Fund Source Affected "1 Affected Ch 20 Appmprfatmns
N cer. .FEQ E] PRO DPRS i] SEG DSEG s » 20415{7) {C)

Assumptmns Usedin. Amvmg at: Fiscal Estlmate e

"i’he groposeci {uie amenés ATCP 3 02{1 ){h) rav:smg an admmastratwe code reference; creates ATCP 40.11,
-elated to nutrient management plan. requirements for agncuiturai fertilizer sales; and repeais andrecreates ch
- ATCP.50,'Wis. Adm. Code, mterpreiang Ch. 92, Stats., regarding the state's soil and water resource management
program andthe. department’s role in . 281. 16 S_tais related fo water quality protection from: nonpoznt SOUrces.
s The: prog}eseci rule incorporates changes to.Ch. 92, and s 281 16 Stats made by 1997 Wisconsm Act 27 and 1999 -

L .fWiSGOﬂSi 1 Act 9, two former biennial budgei bills. * -

: lmgact of the: Ruie Revision on Countv Governments

The proposed’ rule establishes procedures and requirements for counties that prepare land and water resource

. | management plans under s. 92.10, Stats. ‘The initial plans were approved for two to three year periods. The next.
| round of plans is expected primarily in 2002 and 2003. The department aliocated an average of $2 million per year -

in 1999, 2000:and 2001 1o counties to u’npiement their land and water resource management: plans The department
isa aiiocates about $10.2 million anﬂuaﬂy (f nai atiocatuon piarx for 2001} to countres for annual staﬁ" ing grants_ o

{Com;nued onPage2) -

Long - Range Fiscal implications
The fotal costs to implement state standards and conservation practices is expected to range from $37.3 to $567.3
milfion annually (costs listed in attached DATCP Cost Analysis less costs for staffing ) The'legislature has not -
established a timeline to.comp lete :mpiemeniat;on The department’ and DNR project a ten-year amplememataon
period. The Iegasiatum did require that state and 1ocal. govemment share the :mptemematuon costs with farmers: far
“existing farm operations that are requ;red 4 -umpiy At current appm;)rsaimn rates, ‘state and local government wilk:
not have adeguate cost-share funds to meet projected annual costs over ten years. "The legisiature may adjust the
levelof appmpﬂaizons to alter {he rate of i implementation. Federal programs, such as Consérvation Reserve .
Program, - Environmental. Qual fity Incentives ngram and Conservation Reserve Enhancement ngram can®
contribute significant funding for farmer’ cost-sharing o meet state performance standards. Assurning level func%;{ag
over ten years, the department estimates that the combined available cost-share funds from federal andstate
sources total approximately $3Q million annually. The depariment estimates it needs an additional $10 million per
year {which.may include bond revenue funds} tc fuiiy meet ltS responsi bmtaes to smpiemem the unrform state :
‘agricultural performance standards. :
‘Agency/prepared by: {Name & Phone No) Au!honzed SignaturefT el@ﬁ{io : ) - Date

Autho
DATCP J a e ey

Dave Jelinski_224-4621 | Bamaraknapp (608) 224«4745 | January 30, 2002




e management plans. (

. funding forthe pregr
B cher coum;e E

:Assumpilons ﬂseﬁ m Arr;vmg at Flscai Est;mate {contanued fmm page 1}

lis anizc:pated thaf: ccunty staff wxii have pnmary responsm;!;ty for imp!ementmg state agncuimrai performance
standards and conservation practaces through fechnical assistance, information and education, and voluntary cost-
sharing. Local governments also may adopt local ordinances, at their discretion. The. proposed rule establishes the
‘procedures and standards that counties and other jocal governments must use to adopt local ordinances for
.manure storage systems (under s.92.16, ‘Stats)), shoreland management {under-'s.'92.17, Stats. ) and for local - .
regulation of livestock operations (s. 92. 15, Stats.). Local implementation efforts will, be contmgem on avaliabie state
‘and: local funcis for cost»«shaﬁng {See Paga 1 for Long&ange Ftscai implz taons} L

Asa rasuii of the pmposeé ruEe the' departmant may be asked Eo zncrease'th_ aﬂocation of state funds to some
“county tand conservation mmmittees and some farmers. 11999 Wisconsin Act'9, the budget bill, included. $3.575.
' million in‘new bond revenue, funding for cost-share granis and transferred ‘about $6.2 million from the Wisconsin -
' DNR priority watershed program to’ the depariment in the second year of the bienmum fiscal year2000-2001. The
budget also directed the deparimen‘t 1o establish a goal of providing an average of three staff funded 100% for the.
first, 70% for.the secend and 50% for the third staff person. The dapartmerat is also d;racted to.provide an. average
- of $100,000 grant per year per. ccaunty for cost-share assistance toimpl tement county lan 'a__nd water resource
: ‘Page 4 for. L@ng~ﬁaﬁge Fiscal, Impiicaticns) The departmanfz' evising its aflocation
. ‘process to begin to phase in. the new funding strategy.for 2002. The proposed rule does not otherwise increase ™~
any, ﬁherefore any mcreases :n granis to some ccuﬂtzes musf: resu%t iy decreases iy grants to .

‘{he dapariment hias estimated the teiai cosi for siaff to 1mplement the new ccnservation standards aﬂd pracilces |s
- estimated at between about $80.million’ and $190 million-overa ten:year ;mpiementatxon period for low cost and
* high cost alternatives, respeciwe y.-Currently, there are about. 400 county land conservation éepaﬁment ‘staff,
~ statewide.’ The'department estimates that the average salary and fringe benefit for. cuunty staff is.about $45, QQO per
. yeat.For: this fiscal estimate, the department assumes that about 75% of the: needed staff resources to complete i~
Cthe technaca{_ ancs admamstratwe work. reiated to implementing. the standards and practices could come from
: ; ment a number of local; state and federat programs. tHat support:
: s and practices. Using’ é"?ﬁ% assumption, 1mpiementmg therule overan o
tatio penod wouid resuit m'an unmet need of z about’ 45@ siaﬁ‘ yeafs (45" staff per year}
hative. Assuming the 18 e th : ent < =
. out years _ over ten yea : : =
million per year The tabte bak::w ;iiustrates the assumptaons used _or the D _-T _P costar

'.75% of Need From Redirécting Nt Si - AR
7 ‘Difference. Which Estimates Annual Add{t;cnai Staff Needs S HEAR TR - e T
- -Estimated: Aﬂnuai Cost {Assummg $45,000 per staff per year) $ 20 mdiron SN $ 4, 0 rmi on

The depar&meni c{)nsadered the (;Qunty 8 posmon fegardmg the es&tmates for staff needs, whlch is reﬂac%ed m ihe '
DATCP cost.analysis. It also censrdered aworkioad analysis prepamd- y th"é USDAN Oral Resources™ - o
Censewatson Service, (with.assistance from caunises} showing an'u _ to mpﬁement current =
programs. ‘1 less than 75%. of the needed: staff to imp ement consefvation’ ‘standards and practices were avaiiable™ 3
from redirecimg current staff, the staff.costs wou P pamﬁnately Redirecting 1 these current staff woutd
result in fewer staff available to ¥ piementc it mgra o rams affected’ under this scenario inciide -
those that do not directly.or indirectly implement the new state st ds and practices. owever, the depaﬁmenﬁ :
pelieves the low cost estimate for: this fiscal ‘estimate is. more ac _ faie because these esﬁma%@s de mt mciuée the :
staﬁmg centf butaons made by the federai gcvemmem ' ’

Itis esitmated tﬁai the éepartment wal! mevade 50% match to fuﬂd addmonai staff posﬁeons “This is based oft the
~ assumption.that addztsona positions will be funded at the lowest’ matching rate currenﬂy allowed hy the iegasiature
because counties will already be receiving matching, funds at rates ()f 100 and ?@% far ihe ﬂrs‘z two staff ;}osmcns

: _ impaci of the Rule Revision' tﬂ State Gevemment

lmp;ementailm of state performan(:e standards and consewai&ﬂ‘s{aﬁ:wﬁ be implemented largely thirough existing
program and staff. The departmentestimates-an inereased workload of 5.0 FTE annually detailed as follows:



Assﬁmptions Used ih Arriving at Fiscal Estimate {continued from page 2)

impfemenimg these standards will require appraxtmateiy 2. O FTE for highty specuahzed technscat ese:stance and
upport:
. One position will provide engmeerfng technscat assistance 1o local conservation staﬁ o ansta%i practsces and
struetures acgording.fo technical, standards This senior. engmeermg position will be assigned to serve areas
. madequateiy served by extstmg staff. This. posetxon would assist in devel oping conservation practices and
technical standards. for :mptemeataiaon of the agncuiiurat performance standards. This ongoing work effort will
- entail 2; 086 hours per.year. Saianes and fnnges equaE $59 488 (2 080 hours X $28 BO!hr) ' :

2. One pesztmn requires high- -level computer skﬁis to: deveiop GIS products to assast the department and iocaf
conservation staff 1o plan, monitor; and evaluate implementation efforts. This ongoing work effort will entail
2 OBG hours per yeaf Salaraes and frmges equa! $54 08(3 (2 080 hours x $26]hr) -

Impitementing these standards wm .requ;re approxnmate!y 2 {3 FTE to pmwde ;nfermation guu:iance pro;ect p]ann;ng
and administration for veiuntary compi:ance and other iechmcai assistance with a spécial focus on contract i
administration; and program and planning:” One positioni will have primary responsibifities regarding the allocation .
and contract administration for reimbursement of department funds for. cost share agreements and other contracts
The other position would provide assistance in‘program planning for voluntary methods to assist counties in
planning and zmpiememeng county land -and'water resource management plans. Both positions would provide
_guzdance to. éepartment and county staff on lmpiementmg agncufturai performance standards and prohibitions,
- eontracting for installing best management practices, and conduct outreach efforts to inform and educate
gove mental units; landowners ‘and the ‘public. This ongoing work effort will entail 2,080 hours per year for each
- position; Saianes and fringes for: the éontract specialist equal $42,848. {2,080 hours x $20 60/hr). Salaries and -

. frtnges for the pregram and plannmg pes:tien equal $50, 024 (2 080 hours X $24 Gﬁihr) L

An addmona 1 O FTE szE ha\fe a renge of duizes reieted to ardsnances Thus pos:tscn will provsde env:ronmentat
depaﬁment staff to eva!uaie crd;nances 85 pari ofihe rewew pmcess for Jand and waier resource management
plans. This position will assume significant responsibilities for reviewing local livestock.operation ordinances that
‘exceed the state performance standards and prohibitions. There will be a significant workload due to the number.of
ocal governments that-can enact ordinances, and the fact that that these ordinances will be highly variable and
involve significant policy decisions. The ongoing workload in this area will require about 2,080 hours per year.
Saiar;es and fﬂnges equal $50,024 (2,080 hours x $24. OSIhr)

L To suppert ihese new staff, the department wouid need: $14 000 per position (total of $70,000) for supplies and -

- services.. Thxs costis reflected in the State Operations — Other Costs on the attached fiscal estimate worksheef.
The depaﬁmeni will use existing staff to absorb additional workloads in these areas:

1. Implementation of a statewide nutrient managemeni program The proposed rule includes a process to certify
soil-lesting laboratories.

2. Review ccunty land and water resource management plans and local ordinances. The department previously
had staff that assisted the Department of Natural Resources by developing portions of the priority watershed
plans under DNR’s nonpoint source pollution abatement program. The priority watershed program is being
phased out and the department’s staff that worked on the watershed plans will now be assigned to review and
work in these areas

3. The department also has new responsibility, under s. 281.16, Stais., to develop conservation practices and
develop and disseminate technical standards fo implement agricultural performance standards and prohibitions.
The proposed rule establishes the procedures the department will use to accormnplish this task. In addition to new
staff needed to do this work, some of these duties will be absorbed by existing staft.

4. Grants issued to counties to implement land and water resource management plans and the agricultural
performance standards and prohibitions in Department of Natural Resources NR 151 and ATCP 50. In addition to
new staff needed o do this work, some of these duties will be absorbed by existing staff.

Justification for Fiscal Estimate Worksheet

This provides additional justification for the net change in costs of $11 million in the worksheet category of Aids to
Localties, Individuals or Organizations. In particudar, the analysis addresses that portion of costs ($10 million)
refated to farmer cost-sharing. A detailed justification for $1 million for staff grants is provided above.



Justification for Fiscal Estimate Worksheet (’continued:'frbm:pa"g;é 3y o

Over the ten-year Empiiem_g_niatibnt be_riqd',':'_s,t:éife.-ggve';nmé_nt' will prc{féqe"fapjmé'r'cé'si_%ha'ring- directly or indirectly” -

funding fo counties. Using the minimum cost-share rate of 70%, the state’s annual share will range from $26 (7T0%

of $37.3 million) to $40 {70% of $57.3 million). Subject 10 continued appropriation, funds for federal conservation
programs are available for landowner cost-sharing. While these federal programs tay reach as high as $53 million
per yedr in potential cost-share furids ($48 million for CREP...$5 million for GRP and EQIP), only a portion of those
funds can be'applied to cost-share practices that are specifically targeted to. meet state standards. .

Assuming level funding over ten years, the department estimates the"cémb:ihed é#é'iiéﬁie fuqu from federal and

state s'o'u:rk:_e_s_ total appréximateiy $30 million-annually. There is @ shorkfa!!___.@f.sg_Q_.mii-_i;i_o_n:d_QE_E_arS peryear. . . . ..

Consistent with existing legislation and petic_y,.} the ﬁ-ebaﬁrﬁéﬁt-_ei;ﬁ_ég;ﬁs:.:{o éés_uma _f'xj'i:ig;qéét-shér_ihg_ resp_c'_arislfsbi_ii'_tyff_f_:lj_r'

implémentation’of the'uniform agricultural performance standards in' NR 151 Accordingly, the fiscal estimate
reflects the need for the department to receive the entire $10 million. per year. . R

Justiﬁ_éa{ibﬁ'fcf"S't_ate Ope__t_'aiibns'#{C_}ther.{iﬂéts e

The department will need to track and verify progress in complying with the.agricultural. performance standards and * a
prohibitions. To do that, the department-will need to dévelop-a database that s finked to.a geographical information
system (GIS) to spatially track compliance with the standards and prohibitions invarious areas around-the state. . =
The department estimates that developing this database and GIS connection will cost about $50,000. In addition
the department would need to‘purchase a ‘scanner; computer; and.computer software (estimated cost of $30,000) to

set up fé'G'_iS:':wQ'_rk’sfatéGn.' The effort to verify progress toward meeting the agricultural .per,fq_rmaa(;e_sianda'rds._ai.}g
prohibitions will aide in-the'evaluation of the impact on:this compliance on improving water quality, the ultimate goal
of these standards and prohibitions. The other costs alsa include the $70,000 for supplies and services for the five

new staff positions.






